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OPINIONS  OF  GENERAL  INTEREST  REGARDING  QUESTIONS 
ARISING  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

54.  NOTICE  TO  MANUFACTURERS  OP  INSECT  POWDER. 

The  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board,  during  the  past  three  or  four  years, 
has  made  examinations  of  iarge  numbers  of  samples  of  commercial  insect 
flowers  and  commercial  insect  powders  from  various  foreign  and  domestic 
sources  to  determine  the  percentage  amount  of  ash-insoluble-in-hydrochloric- 
acid  (usually  designated  sand)  normally  present  in  such  samples,  and  the  per- 
centage amount  of  stems  in  commercial  flowers  which  have  been  gathered  with 
short  stems  attached  to  the  flower  heads. 

On  the  basis  of  the  results  obtained  in  this  investigation,  the  Department  will 
consider  as  adulterated  and  misbranded  under  the  provisions  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910  all  samples  of  insect  powder  (see  Insecticide  Decision  No.  1)  which 
contain  more  than  5  per  cent  insect  flower  stems  and  all  samples  which  contain 
more  than  2  per  cent ,  ash-insoluble-in-hydrochloric-acid  (usually  designated 
sand). 

Samples  of  insect  powder  which  contain  5  per  cent  or  less  insect  flower  stems 
and  2  per  cent  or  less  ash-insolubie-in-hydrochloric-acid  will  also  be  held  to  bo 
misbranded  and  adulterated  under  the  provisions  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910 
if  it  can  be  shown  that  any  or  all  of  such  steins  or  ash-insoluble-in-hydrochloric- 
acid  have  been  purposely  added  and  are  not  the  stems  normally  attached  to  the 
flower  heads  when  they  are  gathered  under  commercial  conditions,  or  are  not 
the  ash-insoluble-in-hydrochloric-acid  normally  present  in  commercial  insect 
flowers. 

If  an  insect  powder  (see  Insecticide  Decision  No.  1)  contains  more  than  5  per 
cent  insect  flower  stems,  or  if  it  contains  any  insect  flower  stems  which  have 
been  purposely  added,  it  should  be  designated  "  Insect  Powder,  Stems,  and 
Flowers  "  or  "  Insect  Powder,  Flowers,  and  Stems,*'  according  to  whether  stems 
or  flowers  predominate  in  the  mixture. 

If  an  insect  powder  (see  Insecticide  Decision  No.  1)  contains  more  than  2  per 
cent  ash-insoluble-in-hydrochloric-acid,  or  if  it  contains  any  ash-insoluble-in- 
hydrochloric-acid  which  has  been  purposely  added,  it  should  be  designated 
"  Insect  Powder  and  Sand  "  or  "  Sand  and  Insect  Powder,"  according  to  whether 
insect  powder  or  sand  predominates  in  the  mixture.  In  such  a  mixture  as  that 
.lust  described  the  sand  is  an  inert  ingredient  in  the  mixture  of  sand  and  insect 
powder,  and  the  face  of  the  principal  label  should,  in  accordance  with  section  8 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910  and  Regulations  12  and  16,  bear  a  plain  and 
prominent  statement  of  the  correct  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert 
ingredient,  sand,  and  the  fact  it  is  inert,  or,  in  lieu  of  this,  a  plain  and  promi- 
nent statement  of  the  active  ingredient,  insect  powder,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  inert  ingredients. 

1  Free  distribution  will  be  limited  to  firms,  establishments,  and  journals  especially  con- 
cerned. Others  desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.  0.,  at  5  cents  each. 
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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

[Given  pursuant  to  sec.  1  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1018.] 

.*n*f>.  Misbranding  of  ''The  Great  Western  Roaen  Kxtonn  inutor."    l~.  S.  v. 

Charles  x  =  .  Bnge.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $5.     (I.  &  P.  No.  500.  Dom. 

No.  10085.) 

On  July  6,  1017.  the  United  Slates  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  ;i  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Charles  G. 
Enge,  New  York,  N.  Y..  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  March  23, 
1915,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Indiana,  of  a  quantity  of 
an  article  contained  in  144  packages,  designated  '"The  Great  Western  Roach 
Exterminator,'*  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it 
consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  sodium 
fluoride,  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the 
names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or  any  label  on  the 
packages,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingre- 
dient of  the  article  having  insecticidai  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of 
the  said  inert  ingredients  contained  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  each  or  any  label  on  the  packages. 

On  July  11,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

C.  F.  Mabyix,  Acting  Secretary  of  AyrU  ulturc. 

Washington,  p.  c,  June  12,  101$. 
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S70.  Misbranding  of  "  Rondo's  Cut  Worm  Food."    U.  S.  v.  William  J,  Reatle. 
Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  SfllO.     (I.  &  F.  No.  488.    Dora..  No.  10727.) 

On  July  25,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting-  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
William  J.  lieade,  doing  business  under  the  name  of  Reade  Manufacturing  Co., 
at  New  York,  N.  Y..  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said  defendant,  on  or  about 
February  17,  1916,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania, 
of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  36  cartons,  labeled  "  Reade's  Cut  Worm 
Food,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910.  It  was  pleaded  further  in  the  information  that  the  defendant  had 
been  convicted  of  a  previous  offense  against  the  Insecticide  Act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it 
contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof,  and  the  total  amount  of  said 
arsenic  present  in  the  insecticide,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic, 
was  not  stated  on  each  or  any  label  of  the  cartons  containing  the  insecticide. 
Misbranding  of  the  insecticide  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  contained  arsenic 
in  a  combination  thereof  and  in  water-soluble  form,  and  the  amount  of  said 
arsenic  in  water-soluble  form  present  in  the  insecticide,  expressed  as  per 
centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  was  not  stated  on  each  or  any  label  of  the  cartons 
containing  the  insecticide.  Misbranding  of  the  insecticide  was  alleged  further 
in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
arsenious  oxide,  which  said  inert  substances  did  not  and  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  of  the  cartons  containing 
the  insecticide,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said 
inert  substances  and  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  insecticide  having  insecticidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  insecticide,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  of  the  cartons  containing  the 
insecticide. 

On  July  30,  1917,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  $10. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  June  12,  WIS. 
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.'{71.   Misbranding  of  "Tarula  X."     I  .  S.  v.  The  Barrett  Co.     l'lea  of  guilty. 
Fine,  .$200.     (  I.  &  F.  No.  503,  Dom.  Xo.  1236*3 

On  July  16,  1917,  foe  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  The 
Barrett  Co..  a  corporation,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said 
company,  on  or  about  May  13,  1916,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the 
State  o€  New  York,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  12  cans.  Labeled 
"Tarola  X,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1010.  It  was  pleaded  further  in  the  informa- 
tion that  the  defendant  had  been  convicted  of  a  previous  offense  against  the 
Insecticide  Act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  on  the  cans  bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  which  was  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  each  of  the  cans  bore  the 
statement,  "  One  Gallon."  which  statement  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impres- 
sion that  each  of  the  cans  contained  1  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  each  of  the  cans  contained  less  than  1  gallon  thereof.  Misbranding 
of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  was  in  package  form,  and  the 
contents  of  the  packages  were  stated  in  terms  of  measure,  but  were  not  plainly 
and  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  package,  in  this,  that  the  statement 
"One  Gallon,''  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  on  the  outside  of  each  of  the  cans, 
operated  to  state  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were  1  gallon  of  the 
article,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were  hot 
]  gallon  of  <7,o  article,  but  v\ere  less  than  1  gallon  thereof. 

On  Aug  .  8,  1017,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  tbe 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  .$200. 

C.  F.  Makvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  June  12,  WIS. 
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372.  Adulteration  and  misbTandins;  of  "  Devil  Insect  Powder."     U.  S.  v. 

Ia-natis  Weinberg  and  Aaron  Tyson  Boyer  (United  States  Insect  De- 
stroying- Co.).  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $15.  (I.  &  F.  No.  4G0.  Dom.  No. 
10697.) 

On  August  20,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Xgnatz  Weinberg  and  Aaron  Tyson  Boyer,  doing  business  under  the  name  of 
the  United  States  Insect  Destroying  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  said  defendants,  on  January  14,  1910,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania 
into  the  District  of  Columbia,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  designated  "  Devil 
Insect  Powder,"  contained  in  packages,  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
sold  as  and  for  insect  powder,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  consisted  wholly  of  the 
ground  or  powdered  heads  of  a  certain  species  of  pyrethrum,  whereas  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality 
under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  did  not  consist  wholly  of  the  ground  or 
powdered  flower  heads  of  a  species  of  pyrethrum,  but  consisted  of  a  mixture 
of  pyrethrum  powder  and  borax.  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further  in  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages,  "  Insect 
Powder,"  purported  and  professed  that  the  article  consisted  wholly  of  insect 
powder,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  consisted  wholly  of  the  ground  or  powdered  flower 
heads  of  a  certain  species  of  pyrethrum,  whereas  a  certain  substance,  borax, 
had  been  substituted  in  part  for  insect  powder,  to  wit,  the  ground  or  powdered 
flower  heads  of  a  certain  species  of  pyrethrum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  on  the 
packages  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  -the  statement  borne  on 
the  labels,  "  Devil  Insect  Powder,"  represented  that  the  article  consisted 
wholly  of  the  ground  or  powdered  flower  heads  of  a  certain  species  of  pyre- 
thrum, whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  did  not  consist  wholly  of  the  ground  or 
powdered  flower  heads  of  a  species  of  pyrethrum,  but  consisted  of  a  mixturo 
of  pyrethrum  powder  and  borax ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the 
labels,  "  Positively  kills  *  *  *  all  kinds  of  Flies  *  *  *  Chestnut  Wee- 
vil, Chinch  Bugs,  Hessian  Fly,  Cotton  Boll  Weevil,  Wooly  Aphis.  Apple  Maggot, 
Coddling  Moths,  Ox  Warble,  Tick  *  *  *  various  Grain  Weevils,  and  all 
insects  that  breathe  through  the  pores,"  represented  that  the  article  was  ef- 
fective for  killing  all  kinds  of  flies,  chestnut  weevil,  chinch  bug,  Hessian  fly, 
cotton-boll  weevil,  wooly  aphis,  apple  maggot,  codling  moth,  ox  warble,  cattle 
tick,  various  grain  weevils,  and  all  insects  that  breathe  through  the  pores, 
whereas  the  article  would  not  be  effective  for  killing  all  kinds  of  flies,  chestnut 
weevil,  chinch  bug,  Hessian  fly,  cotton-boll  weevil,  wooly  aphis,  apple  maggot, 
codling  moth,  ox  warble,  cattle  tick,  various  grain  weevils,  or  all  insects  that 
breathe  through  the  pores. 

On  September  7,  1917,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $15. 

C.  F.  Maijvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  June  12,  1018. 
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;J7.'5.  Misl>ru  mftlflNS  of  44  Worrell's  Soluble   i*ia»'  Oil   disinfectant."     L .   S.  v. 

The  Worrell   Manufacturing   to.     4Jle»   of   guilty.     Fine.  ^*i0  ami 

costs.    (I.  &  F.  No.  507.    Doin.  No.  98S7.) 

On  September  0,  1017,  tho  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  tlie 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Worrell  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  defendant,  on  or  about  Miiy  21,  1015,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into 
the  Stale  of  Utah,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  72  gallons,  contained  in  72  cans, 
labeled  ""Worrell's  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,'"  which  was  a  misbranded 
fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that 
the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were 
false  a»d  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  tbaf  statements 
borne  on  the  labels  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  prevent  disease, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  prevent  disease:  and  in 
this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  labels,  represented  that  the  article,  when  nsed 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would 
be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  skin  diseases  and  all  kinds  of  sores,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and 
maimer  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed  would  not  be  effective  in 
the  treatment  of  all  skin  diseases  or  all  kinds  of  sores.  Misbranding  «>f  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partly  of  an  inert  substance,  to 
wit.  water,  which  said  substance  does  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  <>r  any  label  affixed 
t<>  the  cans  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  caput 

On  October  2,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $8t  and  costs. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  ftecrettrrft  <>i  Afirirulturr. 

Washington,  1>.  C,  .June  /.?.  191 S. 
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374.  Misbranding  of  "  Otwell'ra  Tree  Paint."  F.  S.  v.  Minnesota  Unseed  Oil 
Paint  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $15.  (I.  &  F.  No.  502.  Dom.  No. 
10904.) 

.  On  October  4,  1917,  the  United  Slates  attorney  for  the  District  of  Minnesota, 
acting  upon  a  report. by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Minnesota  Linseed 
Oil  Paint  Co.,  a  corporation,  Minneapolis,  Minn.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
'defendant,  on  January  29,  1916,  from  the  State  of  Minnesota  into  the  S^tate 
oC  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  24  cartons,  labeled  "  Qt- 
well's  Tree  Paint,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  (1)  that  the  labels  of  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding 
the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  that  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to -deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that 
the  statement,  "  The  best  preparation  ever  discovered  to  protect  Fruit  and 
Shade  Trees  against  Borers,  Insects,  Black  Lice,  Aphis,  Black  Scale,  Sun 
Scalds,  etc.,  etc.  *  *  *  Analysis :  Flour  of  Sulphur  1.17  per  cent.  Cal- 
cium Oxide  5.40  per  cent,  Tobacco  (Extract)  1.17  per  cent,  Inert 

Ingredients  92.26  per  cent."  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cartons,  and  the 

statement,  borne  on  a  bag  containing  part  of  the  article  in  each  carton,  "  Mix 
the  contents  of  this  bag  with  the  Dry  Paint  and  then  follow  the  directions  on 
the  outside  of  the  package,"  represented  that  the  article  contained  calcium  oxide 
in  the  proportion  of  five  and  forty  one-hundredths  per  cent,  tobacco  extract  in 
the  proportion  of  one  and  seventeen  one-hundredths  per  cent,  and  inert  ingre- 
dients in  the  proportion  of  ninety-two  and  twenty-six  one-hundreths  per  cent, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  calcium  oxide  in  a  propor- 
tion greater  than  five  and  forty  one-hundredths  per  cent,  and  extract  of  tobacco 
not  at  all  or  only  a  trace  thereof,  and  consisted  completely  of  inert  ingredients, 
that  is  to  say,  none  of  the  ingredients  contained  in  the  article  would  cause  it, 
when  prepared  and  applied  in  the  method  and  maimer  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  directed,  to  protect  fruit  trees  or  shade  trees  from  borers,  black  lice, 
aphis,  black  scale,  or  any  insects  that  attack  or  infest  such  fruit  trees  or  shade 
trees ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement,  "  The  best  preparation  ever  discovered 
to  protect  Fruit  and  Shade  Trees  against  Borers,  Insects,  Black  Lice,  Aphis, 
Black  Scale,  Sim  Scalds,  etc.,  etc.  Puts  the  trees  in  the  very  brightest,  healthi- 
est, growing  condition,"  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cartons,  represented  that  the 
article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  be  effective  in  protecting  fruit  or  shade 
trees  against  borers,  black  lice,  aphis,  black  scale,  and  all  insects  which  attack 
or  infest  such  trees,  and  would  cause  a  bright,  healthy,  and  growing  condition 
in  such  fruit  trees  or  shade  trees,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article, 
w  hen  prepared  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  directed,  would  not  be  effective  in  protecing  fruit  or  shade  trees 
against  borers,  black  lice,  aphis,  black  scale,  and  all  insects  that  attack  or  infest 
such  fruit  or  shade  trees,  and  would  not  cause  a  bright,  healthy,  and  growing 
condition  in  such  fruit  trees  or  shade  trees. 

On  October  4,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $15. 

C.  F.  Marvin,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  June  12,  1918. 
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JI7o.  H  j  H  lit  pi  h#Imi_  of  "  Frank.':?  Disinf  ectant."  U.  S.  v.  Morris  P.  Frank, 
Philip  M.  Frank,  Henry  M.  Frank,  Einanuel  M.  Frank,  Minnie  M. 
Frank,  and  Hattie  M.  Frank  (T!ic  P.  M.  Frank  DisinfeetAns  Co.). 
Pica  of  g-uilty.    Fine,  $5.     (I.  &  F.  No.  408.    Dom.  No.  1220G.) 

.  At  the  October  term,  1017,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  Dis- 
trict of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information 
against  Morris  r.  Frank,  Philip  M.  Frank,  Henry  AT.  Frank,  Emanuel  M„ 
Prank,  Minnie  M.  Frank,  and  Hattie  M.  Frank,  trading  and  doing  business 
under  the  firm  name  and  style  of  The  P.  M.  Frank  Disinfecting  Co.,  New  York, 
X.  Y..  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendants,  on  March  IS,  191G,  from  the 
State  of  New  Y'ork  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article, 
contained  in  a  barrel,  labeled  "  Frank's  Disinfectant,''  which  was  a  misbranded 
fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an 
inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  'or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said 
inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  barrel, 
or  on  any  label  thereon,  nor  in  lieu  thereof  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties, 
and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  tit  all,  on  the  barrel  or  on  any  label  thereon. 

On  October  15,  ir>17.  the  defendants  entered  ;i  pica  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  S.~>. 

CAUL   YiiOO.V;  AN. 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agricnltur6. 

Washington,  D.  C,  Jiuir  21,  1918. 
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876.  Adulteration  and  misbranding'  of  "  Mechling's  Yellow  I^aoel  Hydrox- 
eide."  U.  S.  v.  Meeliling-  Bros.  Manufacturing  Co.  Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine,  $23.    (I.  &  F.  No.  501.    Dom.  No.  12047.) 

On  August  11,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jer- 
sey, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Mechling 
Bros.  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation,  Camden,  N.  J.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  the  said  company,  on  May  21,  1915,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  12  jars,  labeled 
"  Mechling's  Yellow  Label  Hydroxcide,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the.  information  in  that  its  strength 
and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was 
sold,  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  jars  containing  the 
article,  to  wit,  "Active  Ingredients:  Dry  Lead  Arsenate  24  to  251%  Metallic 
Copper  2-1  to  2f%  Arsenic  Oxide  81  to  9|%  Metallic  Arsenic  54  to  6%  *  *  * 
Inert  Ingredients  69  to  74%,"  purported  and  professed  that  the  said  article 
contained  dry  lead  arsenate  in  a  proportion  of  24  per  cent  to  25*  per  cent, 
arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  of  S-|  per  cent  to  9J  per  cent,  metallic  arsenic  in 
a  proportion  of  51  per  cent  to  6  per  cent,  and  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion 
of  69  per  cent  to  74  per  cent,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  strength  and 
purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in 
that  the  said  article  contained  dry  lead  arsenate  in  a  proportion  less  than 
24  per  cent,  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  less  than  81  per  cent,  metallic  arsenic 
in  a  proportion  less  than  51,  and  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater 
than  74  per  cent,  the  said  dry  lead  arsenate,  the  said  arsenic  oxide,  and 
the  said  metallic  arsenic  being  substances  and  ingredients  which  prevent,  de- 
stroy, repel,  and  mitigate  insects,  and  the  said  inert  ingredients  being  substances 
which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi.  Adulteration 
of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  certain  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of 
the  packages  represented  that  the  article,  when  applied  to  vegetation,  to  wit, 
apple  trees,  peach  trees,  or  plum  trees  of  any  variety,  in  the  method  and 
manner,  in  the  strengths  and  proportions,  and  at  the  times  directed,  would 
not  cause  injury  to  such  trees  or  to  the  fruit  or  foliage  thereof,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  applied  to  apple  trees,  peach  trees,  or  the 
Japanese  plum  tree,  in  the  method  and  manner,  in  the  strengths  and  propor- 
tions, and  at  the  times  directed,  would  cause  injury  to  the  fruit  of  such  apple 
trees  and  would  cause  injury  to  the  foliage  of  such  peach  trees  and  Japanese 
plum  trees. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  of  the  packages 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser :  In  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  jars  represented  that 
the  article  contained  dry  lead  arsenate  in  a  proportion  of  24  per  cent  to  251  per 
cent,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  of  81  per  cent  to  9^  per 
cent,  and  that  it  contained  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  of  51  per  cent  to  6  per 
cent,  and  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  of  69  per  cent  to 
74  per  cent,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  dry  lead  arse- 
nate in  a  proportion  less  than  24  per  cent,  arsenic  .oxide  in  a  proportion  less 
than  81  per  cent,  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  less  than  51  per  cent,  and 
inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  74  per  cent;  and  in  this,  that 
statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  jars  represented  that  the  article,  when 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner,  in  the  strengths  and  proportions,  and  at 
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the  times  directed,  would  prevent  all  fungous  diseases  of  fruit  trees  ami  shade 
trees  before  they  develop  on  the  fruit  or  foliage,  would  promote  the  develop- 
ment of  chlorophyll  in  all  cases,  and  would  serve  to  increase  the  yield  of  fruit 
in  all  cases;  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner,  in  the  strengths  and  proportions,  and  at  the  times  directed, 
would  not  prevent  all  fungous  diseases  of  fruit  trees  or  shade  trees  before  they 
develop  on  the  fruit  or  foliage,  would  not  promote  the  development  of  ehloro- 
phyll  in  all  cases,  and  would  not  serve  to  increase  the  yield  of  fruit  in  all 
eases;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  jars  represented 
that  the  article,  when  applied  to  apple  trees,  peach  trees,  or  plum  trees  of  any 
variety,  in  the  method  and  maimer,  in  the  strengths  and  proportions,  and  at  the 
times  directed,  would  not  cause  injury  to  such  trees  or  to  the  fruit  or  foliage 
thereof,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  applied  la  apple  trees, 
peach  trees,  or  Japanese  plum  trees,  in  the  method  and  manner,  in  the  strengths 
and  proportions,  and  at  the  times  directed,  would  cause  injury  to  the  fruit  of 
such  apple  trees  and  would  cause  injury  to  the  foliage  of  such  peach  trees  and 
Japanese  plum  trees. 

On  October  15,  1017,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  t<>  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  lino 'of 

Caw,  Vrooman,  A>  ti,uj  B9Ct%tW>$  of  Atfricult tire. 

Washington,  P.  C,  June  21,  191S. 
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377.  Misbranding  of  "  Br.  Hubbard's  Vegetable  Germicide."  U.  S.  v.  Wil- 
liam V.  Hubbard  and  Metta  F.  H.  Dillon  (J.  Hubbard  &  Co.).  Tried 
to  the  court  and  a  jury.  Verdict  of  not  guilty.  (I.  &  F.  Nos.  494, 
523.    Dom.  Nos.  10576,  12366.) 

On  July  6,  1917,  and  July  18,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Massachusetts,  acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  informations 
against  William  B.  Hubbard  and  Metta  F.  H.  Dillon,  trading  under  the  name 
and  style  of  J.  Hubbard  &  Co.,  Boston,  Mass.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendants,  from  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  on  October  19,  1915,  into  the 
State  of  Colorado,  and  on  April  25,  1916,  into  the  State  of  New*  York,  of  quan- 
tities of  an  article,  contained  in  36  and  144  bottles,  respectively,  which  was  a 
misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  Each 
of  the  bottles  was  labeled  as  follows:  "Dr.  Hubbard's  Vegetable  Germicide. 
85%  Alcohol.  Antiseptic,  Disinfectant,  and  Deodorizer.  Is  a  Germ  Destroyer 
and  Preventive  Agent.  Useful  in  the  treatment  of  Throat,  Nose  and  troubles 
of  a  Catarrhal  nature.  An  antiseptic  spray  or  lotion  for  Cuts,  Wounds,  Burns, 
Bites  of  Insetc,  etc.  An  agreeable  Deodorant.  It  should  be  sprayed  freely  on 
the  clothing  and  about  the  room  when  contagious  diseases  are  prevalent.  A 
valuable  addition  to  the  family  medicine  chest.  Use  with  Atomizer.  Atomizer 
Complete  $1.25.  Without  Atomizer  Half  Pint  $1.00.  1  Pint  $2.00.  J.  Hubbard 
&  Co.,  Manufacturers  &  Proprietors,  46  Cornhill,  Boston,  Massachusetts." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  the  information 
in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount 
of  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on 
the  label,  nor  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  correct  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  on  the  label. 

The  defendants  having  entered  pleas  of  not  guilty  to  the  informations,  nnd 
the  cases  having  come  on  for  trial  before  the  court  and  a  jury  on  October  23, 
1917,  the  court  upon  the  conclusion  of  the  evidence  directed  the  jury  to  return 
ft  verdict  of  not  guilty,  for  the  reason  that  in  Hie  opinion  of  the  court  the  facts 
did  not  show  that  the  article  was  a  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  In- 
secticide Act. 

Caul  Vbooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.  C,  June  21,  1918. 
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Misbranding  of  "  Wilson's  Boll  Weevil  and  Insect  Remedy. "     U.  S.  v. 
S  Cases  of  Wilson's  Boll  Weevil  and  Insect  lieineds'.    Default  decree 

of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.  &  F.  No.  oOO.  Dom. 
No.  13256.) 

On  May  11.  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Middle  District  of 
Alabama,  acting-  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  the 
seizure  and  condemnation  of  S  cases  of  "  Wilson's  Boll  Weevil  and  Insect 
Remedy,"'  each  case  containing  12  bottles  of  the  article.  It  was  alleged  that 
the  article  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910;  that  it  had  been  shipped  on  March  10.  1917,  by  Wilson  ft  Sons, 
Haltiesburg,  Miss.,  and  transported  from  the  State  of  Mississippi  into  the  State 
of  Alabama:  and  that  it  remained  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Mont- 
gomery, Ala. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  (1)  in  that  the  bottles 
containing  the  article  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  tiiis,  that  Mateineiils  borne 
on  the  labels  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and 
applied  in  (he  method  and  manner,  in  the  strengths  and  proportions,  and 
at  the  times  and  seasons  directed,  would  destroy,  and  would  be  effective 
against,  the  boll  weevil  in  cotton  and  all  kinds  of  insects  that  infest  or 
attack  cotton,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and 
applied  in  the  said  method  and  manner,  in  the  said  strengths  and  propor- 
tions, and  at  the  said  times  and  seasons  directed,  would  not  destroy,  and 
would  not  be  effective  against,  the  boll  weevil  in  cotton  or  all  kinds  of  insects 
that  infest  or  attack  cotton:  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  t He  labels 
of  the  botiles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed,  would  protect  corn  from  drillworms.  cutworms 
and  budworms.  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  when  used  and 
applied  in  the  said  method  and  maimer,  would  not  protect  corn  from  drill- 
worms,  cutworms,  or  budworms:  and  in  This,  that  statements  borne  on  the 
labels  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in 
the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would 
prevent  the  attacks  of  pea  weevils  on  peanuts,  cowpeas,  and  other  plants, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  when  used  and  applied  in  th<>  said 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  said  strength  and  proportion,  would  not 
prevent  the  attacks  of  pea  weevils  on  peanuts,  cowpeas,  and  other  plants; 
and  in  this,  thai  the  words  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  to  wit.  ''One 
Half  Gallon,*'  represented  that  each  of  the  bottles  contained  one-half  gallon 
of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  each  of  the  bottles  contained 
less  than  one-half  gallon  of  the  article. 

On  October  29,  1917.  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ment of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
court  that  the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

Oarl  Vkooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture* 

Washington,  D.  0.,  June  u.  1018. 
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379.  Misbranding? 'of  "Wilson's  Boll  Weevil  and  Insect  Remedy."    U.  S.  v. 

3  Cases  of  "  Wilson's  Boll  Weevil  and  Insect  Remedy."  Default  de- 
cree of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.  &  F.  No.  oil. 
Dom.  No.  13255.) 

On  May  12,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Middle  District  of  Ala- 
bama, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  the  seizure  and 
condemnation  of  3  cases  of  "  Wilson's  Boll  Weevil  and  Insect  Remedy,"  each 
case  containing  12  bottles  of  the  article.  It  was  alleged  that  the  article  was 
a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910 ; 
that  it  had  been  shipped  on  March  16,  1917,  by  Wilson  &  Sons,  Hattiesburg, 
Miss.,  and  transported  from  the  State  of  Mississippi  into  the  State  of  Alabama ; 
and  that  it  remained  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Opelika,  Ala. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  (1)  in  that  the  bottles 
containing  the  article  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  statements  borne 
on  the  labels  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner,  in  the  strengths  and  proportions,  and 
at  the  times  and  seasons  directed,  would  destroy,  and  would  be  effective 
against,  the  boll  weevil  in  cotton  and  all  kinds  of  inserts  that  infest  or  attack 
cotton,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in 
the  said  method  and  manner,  in  the  said  strengths  and  proportions,  and  at  the 
said  times  and  seasons,  would  not  destroy,  and  would  not  be  effective  against, 
the  boll  weevil  in  cotton  or  all  kinds  of  insects  that  infest  or  attack  cotton ; 
and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles  represented  that 
the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would 
protect  corn  from  drillworms,  cutworms,  and  budworms,  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  said  method  and  manner, 
would  not  protect  corn  from  drillworms,  cutworms,  or  budworms;  and  in  this, 
that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles  represented  that  the 
article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  directed,  would  prevent  the  attacks  of  pea  weevils  on  peanuts, 
cowpeas,  and  other  plants,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used 
and  applied  in  the  said  method  and  manner  and  in  the  said  strength  and  pro- 
portion, would  not  prevent  the  attacks  of  pea  weevils  on  peanuts,  cowpeas,  or 
other  plants ;  and  in  this,  that  the  words  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  to 
wit,  "  One  Half  Gallon,"  represented  that  each  of  the  bottles  contained  one-half 
gallon  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  each  of  the  bottles  contained 
less  than  one-half  gallon  of  the  article. 

On  November  8,  1917,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ment of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
court  that  the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C,  June  21, 1918. 
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8SA  Mi  nltrmi  fl  lug  of  "  BlWtiii  j*M  CO  Disinfectant."    U.  S.  v.  II.  C  Diison- 
5>i'n-y,  Inc.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $1 .     (I.  ft  V.  No.  447.    Dom.  No. 

OGoi).) 

On  January  15,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against: 
H.  C.  Dusenherry,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment 
}>y  said  defendant,  on  Fehruary  3,  1915,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
State  of  Maryland*  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  10  cans,  designated 
"  Dusenherry \s  CC  Disinfectant/'  which  was  a  mishranded  insecticide  and  fungi- 
cide within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticde  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  on  the  packages  bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  which  was  false 
and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the 
labels  on  the  cans,  to  wit,  "Contents  one  gallon."  represented  that  each  of  the 
cans  contained  1  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  each  of  the 
cans  contained  less  than  1  gallon  thereof.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  in  that  it  was  in  package  form  and  the  contents  were  stated 
in  terms  of  measure  and  they  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of 
the  package;  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans,  to  wit. 
"Contents  one  gallon,"  represented  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans 
were  1  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas,  the  contents  were  not  correctly  stated  on 
the  labels,  in  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were  nor  1  gallon  of  the 
article,  but  a  less  amount  thereof. 

On  November  S,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  r<>  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $1. 

Cakt.  Vnoo\riN,  Aclimj  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

WasmikctoK,  D.  C,  June  21,  1V1S. 
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331.  Misbranding  of  "  Talbot's  De-O-Do."     U.  S.  v.  Talbot  Moimfaetnrin^ 
Co.    Plea  of  s-ailty.    Fine,  $400.     (I.  &  F.  No.  485.    Dom.  No.  8838.) 

On  March  19,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Talbot  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation,  Los  Angeles,  Cal.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  the  said  company,  on  July  22,  1914,  from  the  State  of  California  into 
the  State  of  Washington,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  72  cartons, 
labeled  "  Talbot's  De-O-Do,"  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that 
the  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  "was  labeled  and  branded  so  as 
to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  car- 
tons bore  the  statement,  "  Directions.  To  disinfect  bath  rooms  or  lavato- 
ries, sift  Talbot's  De-O-Do  in  wash  bowls,  bath  tubs  and  toilets.  Sift  on 
floors,  scatter  on  walls  when  conditions  require  it.  Treat  all  unsanitary  condi- 
tions in  this  manner,  including  kitchen  sinks,  garbage  cans,  etc.,"  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  bathrooms,  lavatories,  kitchen  sinks,  garbage  cans,  and  all 
unsanitary  places  and  receptacles  could  not  be  disinfected  by  the  use  of  the 
fungicide  in  the  said  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statement; 
and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cartons  bore  the  statement,  "  Directions 
*  *  *  To  disinfect  rooms,  sift  Talbot's  De-O-Do  "  on  cloth  and  shake  well  so 
as  to  disseminate  throughout  the  atmosphere,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
rooms  could  not  be  disinfected  by  the  use  of  the  fungicide  in  the  said  method 
and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statement ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels 
on  the  cartons  bore  the  statement,  "  Do  not  be  afraid  to  inhale  Talbot's 
De-O-Do  is  nonpoisonous  and  its  general  use  in  sleeping  rooms  is  recommended 
a  protection  against  tuberculosis,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  fungi- 
cide was  injurious  and  poisonous,  and  the  use  of  the  fungicide  in  sleeping 
rooms  would  not  protect  persons  from  tuberculosis ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels 
on  the  cartons  bore  the  statement,  "  Teaspoonful  placed  in  bedpan  will  destroy 
odor  and  germs  thereby  protecting  nurse  and  patient,"  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  use  of  the  fungicide  in  sick  rooms,  in  the  said  method  and  manner 
as  directed  by  the  said  statement,  would  not  destroy  odors  and  germs  or  pro- 
tect persons  in  such  sick  rooms  from  infectious  diseases ;  and  in  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  cartons  bore  the  statement,  "  Teaspoonful  dissolved  in  bath 
water  will  cleanse  the  skin  of  all  germs  and  destroy  body  odor,"  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  of  the  fungicide  in  the  said  method  and  manner 
as  directed  by  the  said  statement  would  not  cleanse  the  skin  of  all  germs  and 
would  not  destroy  all  odors  of  the  body ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the 
cartons  bore  the  statement,  "  Use  tablespoonful  in  quart  of  water  to  form 
solution.  Treatment  of  outdoor  closets,  chicken  coops  and  other  unsanitary 
conditions,  will  destroy  all  odor  and  insure  a  perfect  condition,"  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  of  the  fungicide  in  outdoor  closets,  chicken  coops, 
and  all  unsanitary  places  and  structures,  in  the  strength  and  proportion  recom- 
mended by  the  said  statement,  would  not  destroy  odors  and  would  not  insure 
sanitary  conditions ;  and  in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cartons  bore  the  state- 
ment, "  Beds  and  cribs  occupied  by  small  children  treated  Avith  Talbot's 
De-O-Do  will  sweeten  them  perfectly  and  protect  the  children  against  disease," 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  of  the  fungicide  on  beds  and  cribs  used 
by  small  children  would  not  destroy  odors  and  would  not  protect  such  children 
against  diseases.  Misbranding  of  the  fungicide  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  sodium 
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fluoride,  which  said  inert  substances  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  desiroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  cartons,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  fungicide  having  fungi- 
cidal properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient <.  slated 
plainly  and  correctly,  .or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  labels. 

Misbranding  of  the  fungicide  was  alleged  further  in  that  certain  circulars 
packed  and  contained  in  the  cartons  containing  the  fungicide  bore  statements 
regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading:  In  this,  that  the 
circulars  aforesaid  bore  the  statement,  ';  Talbot's  De-O-Do  Disinfectant  Non- 
Poisonous.  Odorless.  Destroyer  of  conditions  that  produce  disease,"  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  fungicide  was  not  an  effective  disinfectant,  and  tbe 
fungicide  was  poisonous,  and  the  fungicide  would  not  destroy  all  conditions 
that  produce  disease;  and  in  this,  that  tbe  circulars  bore  the  statement.  "  The 
discovery  of  the  germicidal  properties  of  the  little-  understood  element,  fluorine, 
and  the  compounding  of  a  non-poisonous  preparation  using  that  element  as 
the  active  base,  is  of  the  utmost  importance  to  humanity.  It  has  provided  a 
powerful  weapon  to  combat  and  overcome  the  terrible  inroads  made  by  tuber- 
culosis, typhoid  fever  and  other  diseases  produced  by  unsanitary  conditions." 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  a  combination  of  fluorine  with  another  element 
in  the  said  fungicide  caused  the  said  fungicide  to  be  poisonous,  and  a  com- 
bination of  fluorine  with  another  element  in  the  said  fungicide  did  not  cause 
the  said  fungicide  to  be  effective  for  combating  tuberculosis,  typhoid  fever,  or 
all  other  diseases  produced  by  unsanitary  conditions;  and  in  this,  that  the 
circulars  aforesaid  bore  the  statement.  "Talbot's  De-O-Do  is  an  odorless,  non- 
poisonous  powder,  docs  not  deteriorate  on  exposure,  and  is  equally  effective 
when  in  solution.  Its  use  in  the  home  by  a  general  distribution  will  not  only 
destroy  all  fotil  odor  but  will  produce  a  perfect  sanitary  condition,  tints 
affording  a  protection  against  disease,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  fungi- 
cide was  poisonous,  and  the  use  of  the  fungicide  in  homes  would  not  destroy 
all  foul  odors,  would  not  produce  a  perfectly  sanitary  condition,  and  would  not 
afford  a  protection  against  all  diseases;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  afore- 
said bore  tbe  statement,  "Sift  it  in  the  carpets,  treat  the  mattress,  pillows  and 
bedding,  dollies  closets,  toilet,  bath  tubs,  wash  bowls,  kitchen  sinks,  ice  boxes, 
food  receptacles,  garbage  cans,  etc.  Sewer  gas  and  foulness  of  drain  pipes 
removed  with  a  small  quantity  of  Talbot's  De-O-Do.  Tbe  mattress,  bedding 
and  close!  wlien  treated  will  destroy  the  musty  odor  and  unsanitary  condition 
so  objectionable  iu  wall  beds."  whereas,  in  fad  and  in  truth,  the  fungicide. 
When  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statement, 
would  noi  disinfect  carpets,  mattresses,  pillows,  bedding,  clothes  closets,  toilets, 
bathtubs,  washbowls,  kitchen  sinks,  ice  boxes,  food  receptacles  or  garbage  cans, 
and  the  fungicide  would  not  remove  sewer  gas  or  foul  odors  arising  from  drain 
pipes,  and  the  application  of  the  Fungicide  to  mattresses,  bedding,  or  closets 
of  wall  bods  would  not  destroy  unsanitary  conditions  thereof;  ami  in  this,  that 
the  circulars  bore  the  statement.  -  Beds  and  cribs  occupied  by  small  children 
treated  with  Talbot's  Dc-O-Do  will  sweeten  them  perfectly  and  protect  the 
children  againsi  disease,"  whereas,  in  fad  and  in  truth,  the  application  of  the 
fungicide  to  beds  used  by  small  cbildren  would  not  protect  such  children  against 
all  disease:  and  in  tins,  that  the  circulars  bore  the  statement,  "  Teaspoonful 
of  Talbot's  De-O-Do,  placed  in  bath,  will  destroy  all  body  odor  and  cleanse 
the  skin  of  uenus,'*  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  of  the  fungicide  in 
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tlie  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statement  would  not  cleanse  the 
skin  of  germs ;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  aforesaid  bore  the  statement, 
"  Underclothing  treated  with  Talbot's  De-O-Do  prevents  body  odor  in  the 
warmest  weather  and  acts  as  a  protection  against  disease."  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  treatment  of  underclothing  with  the  fungicide  would  not 
protect  persons  against  disease ;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  bore  the  state- 
ment, "  The  foulness  of  unsanitary  outhouses  absolutely  sterilized,"  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  of  the  fungicide  would  not  sterilize  the  foulness 
of  unsanitary  outhouses ;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  bore  the  statement, 
"  Talbot's  De-O-Do  *  *  *  it  is  a  destroyer  of  germs  that  are  produced 
by  unsanitary  conditions.  It  is  positive  in  its  operation  and,  no  matter  what  the 
condition,  if  germs  or  microbes  are  present,  the  results  are  always  perfect." 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  fungicide  would  not  be  an  effective  destroyer 
of  germs  in  all  unsanitary  conditions ;  and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  bore  the 
statement,  "  Protect  yourself,  your  children,  and  aid  humanity  in  the  war 
against  tuberculosis,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  fungicide  would  not 
be  effective  in  protecting  persons  against  tuberculosis;  and  in  this,  that  the 
circulars  bore  the  statement,  "A  cleansing  of  the  teeth  and  rinsing  of  the 
mouth  and  throat  with  Talbot's  De-O-Do  will  destroy  all  germs  and  microbes, 
and  perfectly  sweeten  the  breath,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  applica- 
tion of  the  fungicide  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  state- 
ment would  not  destroy  all  germs  or  microbes  in  the  mouth  and  throat ;  and  in 
this,  that  the  circulars  bore  the  statement,  "  The  effectiveness  of  Talbot's 
De-O-Do  has  been  demonstrated  by  the  most  severe  and  practical  tests  and  its 
efficiency  as  a  destroyer  of  those  conditions  that  produce  disease  are  beyond 
question,  *  *  *  Here  is  something  that  will  do  the  work,  and  you  can 
prove  it  to  your  entire  satisfaction,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  fungi- 
cide would  not  be  efficient  as  a  destroyer  of  all  conditions  that  produce  disease ; 
and  in  this,  that  the  circulars  bore  the  statement,  "  Take  an  interest  in  this 
subject  and  lend  a  hand  in  the  destruction  of  conditions  that  are  responsible 
for  tuberculosis,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  would  not 
destroy  conditions  that  are  responsible  for  tuberculosis. 

On  November  26,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to 
the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $400. 


Carl  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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0SSk  A«!iilteratiou  ami  misbranding  «:f  •'•  IlrijrtcN*  Poison  Fly  I'«i»cr."     I'.  ft. 

v.  SV  W«  BriffRS  and  W.  A.  Brings  (F.  W.  Brians  &  Cn.i.  !•]«•«»  of 
guilty.    Fine,  $10.     (I.  &  I\  No.  100.    Dom.  No.  70»'.:».  > 

On  December  19,  1913,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  \Ve<b  rn  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  informal  ion  agaiust 
F.  W.  Briggs  and  W.  A.  Briggs,  trading  under  the  name  of  F.  W.  Briggs  &  Co.. 
Fmffalo,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendants,  on  April  28,  1913, 
from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  Slate  of  Wisconsin,  of  a  (pmntity  o!'  an 
article  contained  in  packages  or  envelopes,  inclosed  in  cartons  of  50  each, 
designated  "Briggs'  Poison  Fly  Paper,"  wiiicli  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  insecticide  within  ihe  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteraton  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  its  strength 
and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was 
sold,  in  that  each  of  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  ibe  statement.  "This 
package  contains  G4.25  grains  arsenic  in  solution,"'  said  arsenic  being  a  wafrrtaaoc 
having  insecticidal  properties,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  did  not  contain 
0-1.2.")  grains  arsenic  in  solution,  but  contained,  a  much  less  quantity  thereof. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  {%)  in  that  the  packages  or  labeVq 
thereof  bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  and  ingredient  or  substance  con- 
tained therein  which  was  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was 
labeled  or  branded  so  as  to  deceive  or  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  this,  that  the 
labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article  bore  the  statement,  "  This  puck- 
age  contains  G4.25  grains  arsenic  in  solution."  said  arsenic  being  a  substance 
baring  insecticidal  properties  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  did 
not.  contain  64.25  grains  arsenic  in  solution,  but  contained  a  much  le^< 
quantity  thereof.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
contained  arsenic  in  combination  thereof,  ami  the  total  amount  of  arsenic 
present  (expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic)  was  not  stated  on 
the  labels  of  the  packages  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  of  the  article 
was  alleged  further  in  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  combinations  thereof,  and 
the  amount  of  said  arsenic  contained  in  the  article  in  water-soluble  forms 
(expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic)  was  not  stated  on  the  labels  of  the 
packages  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  of  the  article  wa*,  alleged  further 
in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances  to  wit,  substances  oilier  than 
arsenic  compounds.  vhbh  said  substances  do  nor  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one 
Of  such  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  on  the  labob-.  of  the  packages  con- 
taining the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article,  staled  on  the 
labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article. 

On  November  27,  1917,  the  defendants  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mation, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Oabl  Vbooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  .\{irkuUurc. 

Washington,  l».  <'.,  -June  .21.  J01S. 
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883.  Adulteration  and  misbranding1  of  "  Red  Riding-  Hood  Cliloride  of 
Lime."  U.  S.  v.  3  Cases  of  Red  Riding  Hood  Brand  of  Cliloride  of 
Lime.  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destrutv 
tion.     (I.  &  F.  No.  559.    Dom.  No.  13615.) 

On  August  1,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  for  the  seizure  and  condemnation 
of  3  cases,  each  containing  4  cartons  of  an  article  labeled  "  Red  Riding  Hood 
Brand  of  Chloride  of  Lime,"  designed  and  intended  to  be  used  as  a  fungicide. 
It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  July  7,  1917, 
by  Leggett  &  Bro.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  and  transported  from  the  State  of  New 
York  into  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and  that  the  article  was  adulterated  and 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  the  statements 
borne  on  tbe  labels,  to  wit,  "Available  Chlorine  30%  Inert  Ingredients  70%," 
purported  and  professed  that  the  article  contained  chlorine  in  a  proportion  not 
less  than  thirty  per  cent  and  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  not  greater  than 
seventy  per  cent,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  and  quality  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  contained 
chlorine  in  a  proportion  less  than  thirty  per  cent  and  inert  ingredients  in  a 
proportion  greater  than  seventy  per  cent. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert 
ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  available  chlorine,  which  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage 
amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on 
each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  cartons,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  having  fungicidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in 
the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  of  the  said  labels. 

On  October  22,  1917,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ment of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
court  that  the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  June  27,  1918. 
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31isJ>iainliiJg  of  "  Sterling  »vortli  Ile-iJo."    U.  S.  v.  George  E.  LiitlcKcirt 
(Sterling  Chemical  Co.).    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine.  $2$.     1 1.  &  F.  No.  549. 

Dom.  No.  12375.) 

On  November  10,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Oeorge  E.  Littlehek1.,  trading  as  the  Sterling  Chemical  Co.,  Cambridge,  Mass., 
alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  or  about  June  14,  1G1G,  from  t lie* 
State  of  Massachusetts  into  the  State  of  New  York,  of  a  quantity  el'  an  article 
contained  in  24  cartons,  labeled  "  Storlingworth  He-Bo,"  which  was  a  niis- 
branded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  3010.  It  was 
alleged  further  in  the  information  that  the  said  defendant  had  been  convicted 
of  a  previous  offense  agaiKSt  the  Insecticide  Aci. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  on  the  cartons  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  whieh  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the 
labels  o|  fuo  eartons,  '•Inert  Ingredients,  Not  More  than  Cement  12%,  Calcium 
Oxide  14%,  Moisture  79c."  represented  that  the  article  contained  inert  ingredi- 
ents in  the  proportion  of  per  coin,  and  that  it  contained  no  substances  whieh 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  other  than  cement,  calcium 
oxide,  and  water;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  contained 
inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  ?>?>  per  cent,  ami  contained  sub- 
stances which  do  not  prevent,  desiroy.  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  other  than 
cement,  calcium  oxide,  and  water.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further:  In  this,  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof,  and  the 
toial  amount  of  the  said  arsenic  so  present  in  the  article  was  not  Mated  and 
expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  carton* 
containing  the  article;  and  in  this,  that  the  article  contained  arsenic  in  a  com- 
bination thereof  and  in  water-soluble  form,  and  the  said  arsenic  in  water- 
soluble  form  so  present  in  the  article  was  not  stated  anil  expressed  as  per  centum 
of  metallic  arsenic  on  each  or  any  label  on  tbe  cartons  containing  the  article. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of 
inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  barium  carbonate  and  arsenic  or 
arsenious  oxid  or  compounds  thereof,  which  said  inert  substance's  did  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage 
amounts  thereof  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or  any  of  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  cartons,  nor.  in  lieu  of  the  name's  and  percentage  amounts  of 
the  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  correct  names  and  the  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  haying  insecticidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  tbe  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly  on  each  or  anv  of 
the  labels. 

On  November  21,  1917.  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mation, and  the  court  imposed  a  tine  of  S2.~>. 

Oabl  Vboohan,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
YVasiii.ngto.x,  1).  0.,  JWU  27,  1918. 
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8S3.  Misbranding;  of  "  Niagara  Brand  lame   Snlphnr  Solution. v     U.   S.  v. 

Niagara  Sprayer  Co.  Plea  of  sailty.  Fine,  $10.  (I.  &.  F.  No.  524. 
Dom.  No.  12020.) 

On  October  9,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information 
against  the  Niagara  Sprayer  Co.,  a  corporation,  Middlcport,  N.  Y.,  alleging 
the  shipment  by  said  company,  on  January  27,  1916,  from  the  State  of  New 
York  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained 
in  G  barrels',  labeled  "  Niagara  Brand  Lime  Sulphur,"  which  was  a  mis- 
branded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  Avas  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  on  the  barrels  bore  statements  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  barrels, 
"  Contains  10.23  per  ct.  Lime  and  25  to  26  per  ct.  Total  Sulphur  23.50  per  ct. 
Sulphur  as  Pentasulphide  2.05  per  ct.  Sulphur  as  Thiosulphate  0.45  per  ct. 
Sulphur  as  Sulphate.  Balance  inert  matter  (water),"  represented  that  the 
article  contained  sulphur  in  the  form  of  thiosulphate  in  the  proportion  of  two 
and  five  one-hundredths  per  cent,  sulphur  in  the  form  of  sulphate  in  the 
proportion  of  forty-five  one-hundredths  per  cent,  and  water  in  a  proportion 
equal  to  the  difference  between  one  hundred  per  cent  and  the  total  of  the  said 
percentages  of  the  other  substances  as  stated  by  the  said  statement ;  whereas, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  contained  sulphur  as  thiosulphate  in  a  pro- 
portion less  than  two  and  five  one-hundredths  per  cent,  and  sulphur  as  sul- 
phate in  a  proportion  less  than  forty-five  one-hundredths  per  cent,  and  water 
in  a  greater  proportion  than  the  difference  between  one  hundred  per  cent  and 
the  total  of  the  said  percentages  of  the  other  said  substances. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially 
of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  calcium  sulphate,  which  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  the  said  inert  substances  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on 
each  or  any  of  the  labels,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  and. 
fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients 
present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels 
attached  to  the  barrels. 

On  December  4,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Carl  Veqqman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  June  27,  WIS. 
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380.  Misbranding  of  "  Tree-Rin^r.*'    I".  S.  v.  Buffalo  Standard  Ink  f  orpora- 
tion.     Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $10.     (I.  &  F.  No.  525.    Pom.  No.  12208.) 

On  October  9,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Bled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Buffalo  Standard  Ink  Corporation,  a  corporation,  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  April  10,  1910,  from  the  State  of  New  York 
into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  12 
cans,  designated  "Tree-Ring,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  of  the  cans  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this, 
that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  protect  fruit  and  shade 
trees  from  gipsy  moth,  brown-tail  and  tussock  caterpillars,  canker  worms, 
and  all  other  creeping,  crawling,  or  climbing  insects  that  attack  or  infest 
Such  trees,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed,  would  not  protect  fruit  and  shade  trees  from  gipsy 
moth,  or  brown-tail  and  tussock  caterpillars,  or  canker  worms,  or  all  other 
creeping,  or  crawling,  or  climbing  insects  that  attack  or  infest  such  trees; 
and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  represented  that 
the  article  possessed  the  property  of  remaining  sticky  for  such  a  length  of 
time  that  when  used  on  trees  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  it  would  be 
effective  in  protecting  such  trees  against  crawling  insects,  and  when  used  in 
1he  said  method  and  manner  would  exterminate  all  forms  of  pests  which 
iittack  and  infest  trees,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not 
possess  the  property  of  remaining  sticky  for  such  a  length  of  time  that  when 
used  on  trees  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  it  would  be  effective  in 
protecting  such  trees  against  crawling  insects,  and  the  article,  when  used  in 
said  method  and  manner  would  not  exterminate  all  forms  of  pests  which 
attack  or  infest  trees. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  wjis  in  package 
form,  and  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  cans  were  stated  in  terms  of  measure, 
to  wit,  "1  pound  cans  $.30,"  which  operated  to  state  that  the  contents  of  each 
of  said  cans  was  1  pound  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
contents  of  each  of  the  cans  was  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  outside 
thereof  in  that  each  of  the  cans  contained  less  than  1  pound  of  the  article. 

On  December  4,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Cabl  Vbooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Wasiii^cton,  D.  C,  June  27,  10 J S. 
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387.  3Iisbi-amling-  of  "  Lions'  Imported  Dip."  V.  S.  v.  Juive  Stoeli  Remedy 
Go.  Plea  of  s-«ilty.  Fine,  $75  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  510.  Dom.  No. 
10499.) 

On  September  21,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Live  Stock  Remedy  Co.,  a  corporation,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  defendant,  on  March  20,  1916,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State 
of  Indiana,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  three  cans,  labeled  "  Lions' 
Imported  Dip,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore 
statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "  Lions' 
Imported  Dip  *  *  *  Will  kill  Lice,  Sheep  Ticks,  Nits,  Fleas  and  all  Para- 
sites. Cures  Scab,  Mange,  Scurf,  Foot  Rot  and  all  Skin  Ailments,"  repre- 
sented that  the  article  would  kill  all  kinds  of  parasites  on  domestic  animals, 
and  would  cure  all  forms  of  mange,  all  cases  of  foot-rot,  and  all  skin  ailments 
that  affect  domestic  animals,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would 
not  kill  all  kinds  of  parasites  on  domestic  animals,  would  not  cure  all  forms 
of  mange,  all  cases  of  foot-rot,  or  all  skin  ailments  that  affect  domestic 
animals ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans, 
"  Lions'  Imported  Dip  *  *  *  It  is  guaranteed  to  contain  no  injurious 
ingredients  such  as  are,  used  in  many  cheap  dips,"  represented  that  the  article 
contained  no  ingredients  injurious  to  domestic  animals,  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article  contained  ingredients  injurious  to  domestic  animals ;  and 
in  this,  that  the  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "  Lions'  Imported 
Dip  *  *  *  Directions — Sheep  and  Goats  *  *  *  Foot  Rot:  Pare  hoof 
and  let  the  animal  stand  in  a  solution  of  the  Dip  mixed  1  to  10,"  represented 
that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  directed,  would  cure  all  cases  of  foot-rot  in  sheep  and  goats, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  cure  all  cases  of  foot- 
rot  in  sheep  and  goats ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statements  borne  on  the  labels 
of  the  cans,  "  Lions'  Imported  Dip  *  *  *  Directions  *  *  *  Cattle  and 
Horses:  For  lice,  mange,  itch  and  screw- worm,  use  the  emulsion  1  to  60  or  70. 
If  a  dipping  tank  is  not  convenient  the  emulsion  may  be  applied  with  a  brush 
or  spray,"  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  be  effective  against  all 
forms  of  mange  and  itch  and  all  cases  of  screw-worm  that  affect  or  infest 
cattle  or  horses,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not 
be  effective  against  ail  forms  of  mange  or  itch  or  all  cases  of  screw-worm  that 
affect  or  infest  cattle  or  horses ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the 
labels  of  the  cans,  "  Lions'  Imported  Dip  *  *  *  Directions — *  *  *  Sore* 
and  Wounds :  Use  one  part  of  the  Dip  to  100  parts  of  water,"  represented 
that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  be 
effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  kinds  of  sores  on  domestic  animals,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  not  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of 
all  kinds  of  sores  on  domestic  animals ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne 
on  the  labels  of  the  cans,  "  Lions'  Imported  Dip  *  *  *  Directions — *  f  * 
Hogs:  To  destroy  lice,  nits,  cure  mange,  scurf  and  all  skin  diseases,  use  one 
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gallon  of  the  Dip  in  00  or  70  gallons  of  water,  in  dipping  tank  or  barrel.  If 
sprayer  is  used,  the  emulsion  should  be  made  stronger,  1  to  40  or  50,"  repre- 
sented that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  cure  all  forms  of  manse  and  all  skin 
diseases  that  affect  hogs,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would 
not  cure  all  forms  of  mange  or  all  skin  diseases  that  affect  hogs.  Misbrand- 
ing of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert 
substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the 
cans  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  inseeticidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the 
article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  cans. 

On  December  10,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to 
the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fin©  of  $75  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Wasthngton,  D.  O.,  June  27,  1918. 
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3SS.  Misbranding-  of  "  Collier's  Lig-htning  Rat  Killer."  U.  S.  v.  Allen- 
PfeifSer  Chemical  Company.  Fine,  $30.  (I.  &  F.  No.  400.  Dom.  No. 
0995.) 

On  September  25,  191G,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Allen-Pfeiffer  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  company,  on  February  9,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State 
of  Alabama,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  12  boxes,  labeled  "Collier's 
Lightning  Rat  Killer,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  of  the  boxes  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of 
the  boxes,  "  Lightning  Hat  Killer.  Kills  rats  and  mice,  cockroaches,  water  hugs, 
ants,  vermin,  etc.,  etc.  Directions :  *  *  *  For  cockroaches,  ants,  water  bugs, 
etc.,  sprinkle  dry  powder  around  sink  at  night  and  clean  up  in  the  morning," 
conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article,  if  used  and  applied  as 
directed,  would  kill  all  vermin  that  infest  households  and  all  household  insects 
that  are  scavengers,  whereas  the  article,  if  used  and  applied  as  directed,  would 
not  kill  all  vermin  that  infest  households  or  all  household  insects  that  aiM, 
scavengers ;  and  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  boxes, 
'■'Collier's  Lightning  Hat  Killer  *  *  *  Sold  only  by  Collier  Drug  Company, 
Montgomery,  Ala.,"  conveyed  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the  article  was 
manufactured  by  the  Collier  Drug  Co.,  and  that  the  article  was  manufactured 
at  the  city  of  Montgomery,  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article  was  not  manufactured  by  the  Collier  Drug  Co.,  and  the  article 
was  not  manufactured  at  the  city  of  Montgomery,  in  the  State  of  Alabama. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  falsely  branded 
as  to  the  State  in  which  it  was  manufactured,  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne 
on  the  labels  of  the  boxes,  "  Collier's  Lightning  Rat  Killer  *  *  *  Sold  only 
by  Collier  Drug  Company,  Montgomery,  Ala.,"  operated  to  state  that  the  article 
waj  manufactured  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article  was  not  manufactured  in  the  State  of  Alabama. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  labels  borne  on  the 
boxes  did  not  state,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  or  at  all,  the 
total  amount  of  arsenic  contained  in  the  article ;  and  in  that  the  labels  of  the 
boxes  did  not  state,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  or  at  all,  the 
amount  of  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms  contained  in  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  labels  borne  on 
the  boxes  did  not  state  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  inert  substances 
contained  in  the  article,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  arsenious  oxid,  which  said 
inert  ingredients  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects, 
nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  ingredient  of 
the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said 
inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article. 

On  December  10,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $30. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  June  27,  1918. 
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IiS9.  3Iisl»raniHii??  of  '«  Gcrmo  CliioUen  Lice  Powder."    U.  S.  v.  Germo  Mnnn- 
factnringr  Company.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $i0  and  costs.     (I,  &  F. 

No.  480.    Dom.  No.  10G22.) 

On  April  G,  1017,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Germo  Manufacturing  Co.,  a  corporation,  St  Louis,  Mo.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  defendant,  on  July  G,  1915,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of 
Ohio,  of  a  certain  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  144  cartons,  labeled 
"  Germo  Chicken  Lice  Powder,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  It  was  alleged  in  the  information  that 
the  defendant  had  been  convicted  of  a  previous  offense  against  the  Insecti- 
cide Act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  naphthalene,  which 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the  cartons 
containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insect icidal  proper- 
ties, and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  December  11,  1917,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  tho 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

Cakl  Vkooman,  Act  big  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  June  1018. 
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390.  Adnltex-ation  ami  misbranding  of  "  Bordeaux  Mixture."    U.  S.  "v.  Mont- 
gomery Ward  &  Company.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $200  and  costs. 

(I.  and  F.  No.  533.    Dom.  No.  1070G.) 

On  October  2,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Montgomery  Ward  &  Co.,  Chicago,  111.,  alleging  that  shipment  by  said  defend- 
ant, on  May  9,  1916,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Michigan,  of 
a  quantity  of  a  certain  article  contained  in  3  cans,  labeled  "Bordeaux  Mixture," 
which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  its  strength 
and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was 
sold,  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  containing 
the  article,  to  wit,  "Lime  17%,  Copper  17%,  Inert  Material  66%,"'  purported 
and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  said  article  was  such  that 
the  said  article  contained  copper  in  the  proportion  of  17  per  cent  and  contained 
inert  substances  in  a  proportion  of  not  greater  than  66  per  cent,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  did  fall  below  the 
said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  the  said  article  contained  copper 
in  a  proportion  less  than  17  per  cent  and  inert  substances  in  a  proportion 
greater  than  66  per  cent. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  on  the  cans 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
in  that  the  article  was.  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Contains 
Lime  17%,  Copper  17%,  Inert  Material  66%,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  said  article  contained  copper  in  a  proportion  less  than  17  per  cent,  and 
inert  material  in  a  proportion  greater  than  66  per  cent.  Misbranding  of  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to 
wit.  substances  other  than  copper,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  plainly  and  correctly 
stated  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of 
the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  the  names  and 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  having  fungicidal  properties, 
and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  said 
article. 

On  January  5,  1918,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $200  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  June  27,  1918. 
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091.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  I.afer's  Sap  Inoculating  Insecti- 
cide."   I  .  S.  v.  J.  W.  Lnfer.    Plea  of  nolo  contendere.    Fine,  5*li5  and 

costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  G02.    Dom.  No.  7G34.) 

On  June  2G,  1915,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  J.  \V. 
Lafer,  of  Toledo,  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said  defendant,  on  July 
10,  1912,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Michigan,  of  a  quantity  of  an 
article  contained  in  16  cans,  labeled  "loafer's  Sap  Inoculating  Insecticide," 
which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  its  strength 
and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was 
sold,  in  this,  that  the  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  containing  the 
article,  to  wit,  V  Ingredients  *  *  *  Water  27.02S,"  purported  and  pro- 
fessed to  state  that  the  said  article  was  of  the  standard  and  quality  of  contain- 
ing in  the  proportion  of  twenty-seven  and  twenty-eight  one-thousandths  per 
cent,  said  water  being  a  substance  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  strength  and  the  purity  of 
said  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  the  said 
insecticide  contained  water  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  twenty-seven 
and  twenty-eight  one-thousandths  per  cent  thereof.  Adulteration  of  the  article 
wa>  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  intended  for  use  on  vegetation  and  contained 
a  substance  or  substances  which  was  injurious  to  such  vegetation  when  used 
thereon. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  on  the  cans 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser:  In  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  " Lafer 's 
Sap  Inoculating  Insecticide  Prevents  fruit  trees,  shrub,  vine  an  I  plant  dis- 
eases," whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  would  not  prevent  all 
diseases  that  affect  fruit  trees,  shrubs,  vires,  and  plants;  and  in  this,  that 
the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement.  "Destroys  San  Jose  Scab*,  other 
Scales,  Insects,  Aphis,  Borers,  Grubs,  etc.,  which  feed  on  plant  life,"  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  would  not  destroy  aphis,  red  spider,  or 
any  other  insect  which  feeds  on  plant  life,  if  prepared  in  the  proportions  and 
strengths  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  on  the  labels;  and 
in  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  "  Ingredients —  *  *  * 
Water  27.02S,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  did  not  contain 
water  in  the  proportion  of  twenty-sewn  and  twenty-eight  one-thousandths  per 
cent  thereof,  but  contained  water  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  twenty-seven 
and  twenty-height  one-thousandths  per  cent  thereof.  Misbranding  of  the  article 
was  alleged  further  in  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof,  and 
the  total  amount  of  said  arsenic  present  was  not  state;!  on  each  or  any  of  the 
labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  insecticide,  expressed  as  per  cent  of  metallic 
arsenic,  or  at  all.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof  and  in  water-soluble  forms,  and  the 
amount  of  said  arsenic  present  in  water-soluble  forms  was  not  stated  OH  each  or 
any  of  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  insecticide,  expressed  as  per  cent 
of  metallic  arsenic,  or  at  all.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further 
in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on 
each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of 
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the  name  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  hav- 
ing insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  cans  contain- 
ing the  article. 

On  January  21,  1918,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  in- 
formation, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Vkooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  June  21,  1918. 
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[S.  R.  A. 


802.  MiNlirn  inline  of  "Dr.  Null's  Pliint  Tonic  and  Insect  T)esl  royp  r."    V.  S. 

v.  George  II,  Coleman.    Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  ami  costs.     (I.  ft  F. 

No.  513.    Dom.  Xo.  10780.) 

Oil  September  17,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Tennessee,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
George  B.  Coleman,  Memphis,  Tenn.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendant, 
on  April  21,  1016,  from  the  State  of  Tennessee  into  the  State  of  Illinois,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  12  packages,  labeled  "Dr.  Null's  Plant 
Tonic  and  Insect  Destroyer,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide 
Within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  of  the  packages  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the 
labels  of  the  packages  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  kill,  destroy, 
and  eradicate  insects  of  every  kind  that  infest  fruit  trees,  whether  in  the  roots, 
the  limbs,  or  the  foliage  thereof,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  said  method  and  manner  and  in  the  said  strength  and  pro- 
portion, would  not  kill,  destroy,  or  eradicate  insects  of  any  kind  that  infest 
fruit  trees  in  either  the  roots,  limbs,  or  foliage  thereof ;  and  in  this,  that 
statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  packages  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
directed,  would  act  as  a  tonic  to  fruit  trees  and  would  increase  the  size  and 
quality  of  the  fruit  produced  by  such  trees,  whereas,  in  truth  and  fact,  the 
article,  when  used  in  the  said  method  and  manner  and  in  the  said  strength 
and  proportion,  would  not  act  as  a  tonic  to  fruit  trees  and  would  not  increase 
the  size  of  the  fruit  produced  by  such  trees;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne 
on  the  labels  of  the  packages  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  prevent 
the  blight  of  fruit  trees,  would  prevent  and  destroy  the  blight  of  pear  trees, 
and  would  cause  pear  trees  affected  with  blight  to  grow  vigorously  and 
throw  out  new  shoots,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used 
in  the  said  method  and  manner  and  in  the  said  strength  and  proportion, 
would  not  prevent  the  blight  of  fruit  trees,  would  not  prevent  or  destroy  the 
blight  of  pear  trees,  and  would  not  cause  pear  trees  affected  with  blight  to 
grow  vigorously  and  throw  out  new  shoots;  ami  in  this,  that  statements  borne 
on  the  labels  of  the  packages  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  directed,  would  destroy 
and  eradicate  borers  ill  old  or  young  peach  trees,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in 
fact,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  said  method  and  maimer  and  in  the  said 
strength  and  proportion,  would  not  destroy  or  eradicate  borers  in  old  or  young 
peach  trees. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  thai  it  Consisted  Com- 
pletely of  inert  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects  or  fungi  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed, 
and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  oi  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not 
Stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  of  the 
packages. 

On  January  22,  1918,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  Court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooaian,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington.  D.  C,  June  27.  10 IS. 
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303.  Adulteration  and  misbranding'  of  "  Sure  Shot  Powdered  Uee  Killer." 

U.  S.  v.  Red  Ball  Stock  Food  Company.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $100. 
(I.  &  F.  No.  499.    Dom.  No.  10872.) 

At  the  November  term,  1917,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Northern  District  of  California,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  dis- 
trict, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Red  Ball 
Stock  Food  Co.,  a  corporation,  Oakland,  Gal.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said 
company,  on  November  6,  1915,  from  the  State  of  California  into  the  State 
of  Oregon,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  12  cartons,  labeled  "  Sure 
Shot  Powdered  Lice  Killer,''  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  in- 
secticide and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  its  strength 
and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold, 
in  this,  that  the  labels  on  the  cartons  bore  the  statement,  "Active  Ingredients. 
Hydrocarbons  15%  Cresylic  Acid  3%  Inert  Material  82%,"  which  purported 
and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  it 
contained  hydrocarbons  in  the  proportion  of  15  per  cent  and  cresylic  acid  in 
the  proportion  of  3  per  cent,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article 
fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article  contained  hydrocarbons  in  a  proportion  less  than  15  per  cent,  and 
cresylic  acid  in  a  proportion  less  than  3  per  cent. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  on  the  cartons 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  the  labels  of  the  cartons  bore  the  statement, 
"Active  Ingredients.  Hydrocarbons  15%  Cresylic  Acad  3%  Inert  Material 
82%,"  whereas  the  article  did  not  contain  and  consist  of  hydrocarbons  in 
the  proportion  of  15  per  cent  and  cresylic  acid  in  the  proportion  of  3  per  cent, 
but  contained  hydrocarbons  in  a  proportion  less  than  15  per  cent  and  cresylic 
acid  in  a  proportion  less  than  3  per  cent.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances  which  did  not 
and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  or  cartons, 
nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients, 
were  the  names  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  or  cartons. 

On  February  9,  1918,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  G,  June  27,  WIS. 
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394.  Misbranding  Of  "Ant-I-Ant."    F.  S.  v.  Geor&e  P.  Shiley.    Plea  of  guilty. 

Fine,  $10  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  552.    Don.  No.  12712.) 

At  the  February  term,  1918,  of  tbe  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Southern  District  of  Iowa,  tbe  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  said  court 
an  information  against  George  P.  Shiley,  Missouri  Valley,  Iowa,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  August  5,  101G,  from  the  State  of  Iowa  into  the 
State  of  Nebraska,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  144  packages, 
labeled  "Ant-I-Ant,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning 
or  the  Insecticide  Act'of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  con- 
sisted partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  tartar  emetic, 
which  said  inert  substances  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  miti- 
gate insects,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  sub- 
stances and  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each 
or  any  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  substances  and 
ingredients  present  in  said  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on 
each  or  any  of  the  labels. 

On  February  26,  1918,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

Cart.  Yrooman,  Acting  Secrcianj  of  AyrieuUurc. 

Washington,  D.  C,  June  27,  1018. 
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395.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  In-Sect-Ine.*'     U.   S.   v.  John  B. 

Porter  (Spray  Chemical  Compounding:  Co.,  In-seet-ine  Manufactur- 
ing Co.).  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  466.  Dom.  Nos.  5213,' 
5218.) 

On  November  19,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  Dis- 
trict of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information 
against  John  B.  Porter,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style 
of  the  Spray  Chemical  Compounding  Co.  and  under  the  name  and  style  of  the 
In-sect-ine  Manufacturing  Co.,  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  District  of  Columbia,  on 
February  16,  1915,  of  28  quarts  contained  in  28  cans,  and  on  May  4,  1915,  of 
5  quarts  contained  in  5  cans,  of  an  article  labeled  "  In-Sect-Ine,"  which  was  an 
adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  in  each  shipment  was  alleged  in  the  information 
in  that  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard 
and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the 
labels  of  the  cans  purported  and  professed  that  the  article  contained  corrosive 
sublimate  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  2^  per  cent,  whereas  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality 
in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not  contain  any  corrosive  subli- 
mate whatever.  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was 
intended  for  use  on  vegetation,  to  wit,  fruit  trees,  whereas  the  article,  when 
prepared  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed,  contained  a  substance  or  substances  which  was  or  were  injurious  to 
the  fruit  and  folio ge  of  certain  kinds  of  fruit  trees. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  labels  of  the  cans 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans 
represented  that  the  article  contained  corrosive  sublimate  in  a  proportion 
not  more  than  2;1  per  cent,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not 
contain  any  corrosive  sublimate  whatever;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne 
on  the  labels  on  the  can's  represented  that  the  article  was  efficient  for  germi- 
cidal purposes,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  not  effective 
for  germicidal  purposes;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels 
on  the  cans  represented  that  the  article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in  the 
strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  be 
effective  against  aphis,  San  Jose  scale,  oyster-shell  scale,  all  caterpillars,  all 
borers,  all  insects,  all  bugs,  all  worms,  all  fungus  diseases,  and  all  mildews 
that  attack  or  affect  fruit  trees,  shade  trees,  vegetables,  or  vines,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in  the  strengths  and 
proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  be  effective 
against  aphis,  San  Jose  scale,  oyster-shell  scale,  all  caterpillars,  all  borers, 
all  insects,  all  bugs,  all  worms,  all  fungus  diseases,  and  all  mildews  that  attack 
or  affect  fruit  trees,  shade  trees,  vegetables,  or  vines;  and  in  this,  that  state- 
ments borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  represented  that  the  article,  when 
prepared  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and 
manner  directed,  would  be  effective  against  the  potato  bug.  the  San  Jose 
scale,  aphis,  the  codling  moth,  the  tussock  moth,  the  oyster-shell  bark  louse, 
the  gypsy  moth,  the  brown-tail  moth,  the  tent  caterpillar,  the  plum  curculio, 
the  flea-beetle  on  the  potato,  the  steely  beetle  on  the  grape,  the  root  worm 
on  the  grape,  the  currant  worm,  the  leaf  roller  on  the  strawberry,  the  bud 
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moth,  the  elm  leaf  bootlo  and  the  case  bearer,  whereas,  in  fact  and  In  truth, 
the  article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and 
in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  nol  be  effective  against  any  of  the 
said  insects:  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  horne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  repre- 
sented that  the  article,  when  prepared  and  applied  to  fruit  trees  in  the  strengths 
and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  improve  and 
would  increase  the  yield  of  fruit,  whereas,  in  fact  ami  in  truth,  the  article, 
when  prepared  and  applied  to  fruit  trees  in  the  strengths  and  proportions 
and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  improve  and  would  not 
increase  the  yield  of  fruit;  and  in  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels 
of  the  cans  represented  that  the  article,  when  prepared  in  the  strengths  and 
proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  and  applied  to  fruit  trees 
of  any  kind,  would  not  cause  injury  to  the  foliage  of  such  fruit  trees,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  prepared  in  the  strengths  and  pro- 
portions and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  and  applied  to  certain  kinds 
of  fruit  trees,  would  cause  injury  to  the  foliage  of  such  fruit  trees;  and  in 
this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  represented  that  the 
article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed,  would  be  effective  against  hen  lice;  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  prepared  and  applied  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  be  effective 
against  hen  lice.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof,  and  the  amount  of  said  arsenic 
so  present  in  the  article  was  not  stated  (expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic 
arsenic)  on  the  labels.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in 
That  it  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof  and  in  water-soluble  form 
and  the  amount  of  said  arsenic  so  contained  in  the  article  was  not  stated 
(expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic)  on  the  labels. 

On  March  12,  1918,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  tine  of  $25. 

Cart.  Vkooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  June,  tl,  1918. 
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?{!><>.  31isl>rftndii*|£  of  "  3ia  enair's  Chicken  Powder."  U.  Si  v.  W.  H.  Maesair 
(W.  H.  3Iaena.ii*  Chicken  Powder  Coinitauy).  Plea  of  guilty.  Sen- 
tenced to  jpasy  co>Si:  of  proceedings.     (I.  &  F.  No.  475.    Dom.  No.  9601.) 

On  April  4,  1917,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  North  Carolina,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information 
against  W.  H.  Macnair,  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  W.  II. 
Macnair  Chicken  Powder  Co.,  Tarboro,  N.  C,  alleging-  the  shipment  by 
said  defendant,  on  August  3,  1914,  from  the  State  of  North  Carolina  into  the 
State  of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  84  cartons,  labeled 
"  Macnair's  Chicken  Powder,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  consisted 
wholly  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  which  do  not  and  did  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  cartons 
containing  the  article  or  the  labels  thereof. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  (1)  in  that  the  cartons  bore 
statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser:  In  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  cartons  represented  that  the 
article  would  be  an  effective  remedy  for  cholera,  gapes,  roup,  indigestion,  and 
leg  weakness  in  poultry,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be 
effective  for  cholera,  gapes,  roup,  indigestion,  or  leg  weakness  in  poultry;  and 
in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  cartons  represented  that  the  use  and 
application  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  would  be  effective 
in  keeping  chickens  and  turkeys  free  from  disease  and  healthy,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the  method  and 
maimer  directed  would  not  be  effective  in  keeping  chickens  and  turkeys  free 
from  disease  and  healthy  ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  cartons 
represented  that  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  chicken  cholera  in  all  cases, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed  would  not  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  chicken 
cholera  in  all  cases ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  cartons  repre- 
sented that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  would  be 
effective  in  the  treatment  of  gapes  in  poultry  in  all  cases,  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  would  not 
be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  gapes  in  poultry  in  all  cases;  and  in  this,  that 
a  statement  borne  on  the  cartons  represented  that  the  use  of  the  article  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed  would  cause  hens  to  produce  an  abundance?  of  rich 
and  fertile  eggs,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  directed  would  not  cause  hens  to  produce  an  abundance  of  rich  and 
fertile  eggs,  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  cartons  represented  that 
the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  would  be  effective  in 
producing  strong,  healthy,  and  vigorous  chickens  or  turkeys  and  would  keep 
them  free  from  vermin,  gapes,  and  all  other  diseases,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  use  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  directed  would  not  bo 
effective  in  producing  strong,  healthy,  and  vigorous  chickens  and  turkeys  and 
would  not  keep  them  free  from  vermin,  gapes,  and  all  other  diseases. 
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On  April  6,  1017,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilfcjr  to  Ino  information, 
mid  the  court  sentenced  the  defendant  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  proceedings. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  T>.  C,  June  27,  018. 
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3f>7.  Misbrandi of  "  Unnlessent  Ivmupnee."  U.  S.  v.  Jeremiali  TJaomas 
Roaoli  and  Jason  A.  Herr  (Herr  &  Roach).  Pleas  of  guilty.  Fine, 
$25.     (I.  &  P.  No.  572.    Dora.  No.  12473.) 

On  March  4,  191S,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Jeremiah  Thomas  Roach  and  Jason  A.  Herr,  doing  business  under  the  name  and 
style  of  Herr  &  Roach,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defend- 
ants, on  October  12,  1916,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of 
Florida,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  144  cans,  labeled  "Unplezent 
Kumpnee,"  winch  was  a  inisbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert 
substances,  to  Wit,  substances  other  than  borax,  which  said  inert  substances  and 
ingredients  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  cans, 
nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label 
affixed  to  the  cans. 

On  April  11,  1918.  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  $25. 

Oakl  Vkoojian,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  June  27,  WIS. 
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8f>r>.  Bftsbsmnding;  Of  "  Larl»pw  Lotion."  IT.  S.  v.  T).  \vcry  Rrpwor  ami 
Howard  ii.  Broucr  (Brewer  A  Co.).  Plena  of  nolo  eoatendere. 
Fine,  $125.     (I.  &  P.  No.  565.     Dom.  Xo.  12285.) 

On  November  1.0,  1917,  the  United  Si  ares  attorney  for  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Bj 
Avery  Brewer  and  Howard  (I.  Brewer,  doing  business  under  the  name  and 
style  of  Brewer  &  Go.,  Worcester,  Mass.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defend- 
ants, on  April  1*0,  1910,  from  the  State  of  Massachusetts  into  the  State  of  New- 
York,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  12  bottles,  labeled  "Larkspur 
Lotion,"  winch  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  con- 
sisted partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  alcohol,  which  said  inert 
substances  and  ingredients  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  miti- 
gate insects,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one 
of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all, 
on  each  or  any  label  on  the  bottles,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  nam.es  and 
the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  having  insecticidal  proper- 
ties, and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  on  the  bottles. 

On  April  1C,  1918,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  tine  of  $25. 

Carl  Vroomajs,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture 

Washington,  r>.  C,  June  27,  1918. 
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399.  Misbranding  of  "  Cresol  Componnd."     U.  S.  v.  Baird  &  McGuire,  Inc. 

Plea  of  nolo  contendere.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  575.    Dom.  No.  13139.) 

On  March  1,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachu- 
setts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Baird  & 
McGuire,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  Holbrook,  Mass.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said 
company,  on  February  27,  1917,  from  the  State  of  Massachusetts  into  the  State 
of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  to  wit,  55  gallons  contained  in  one 
steel  drum,  designated  "  Cresol  Compound,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecti- 
cide and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an 
inert  substance,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  in- 
sects or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert 
substance  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,,  or  at  all,  on  the  steel  drum  or 
on  any  label  thereon,  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  correct  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal 
or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  steel  drum  or  on  any  label 
thereon. 

On  April  16,  1918,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere 
to  the  information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  -$25. 

Carl  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  0.,  June  27,  10 IS. 
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400.  Misbranding  <*t  "  20tb  Century  Lice  Killer  and  Disinfectant."    T'.  S.  v. 

James  M.  \o«:n  and  Harry  (i.  Heiserman  CiiOth  Century  lla nufactur- 
t»g  Co.).    l'leaM  «>t*  guilty.    Fine,  (I,  &  P.  No,  528.    Dom.  No. 

10140. ) 

"At  the  April  term,  <»"  the  United  States  Court  for  the  Northern  Dis- 

trict of  Iowa,  the  United  States  attorney  Cor  said  district,  acting  upon  a  report 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  said  court  an  information  against 
James  M.  Noon  and  Harry  G.  ILeiserman,  trading  under  the  name  and  style 
of  the  20th  Century  Manufacturing  Co.,  Sumner,  Iowa,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  said  defendants,  on  April  2,  191"),  from  the  State  of  Iowa  into  the  State  of 
Minnesota,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained  in  cans,  labeled  "20th  Cen- 
tury Lice  Killer  and  Disinfectant,"  which  was  a  mishranded  insecticide  and 
fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1010. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
labels  of  the  cans  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels 
of  the  cans  represented  that  the  article  was  effective  as  a  disinfectant,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  was  not  effective  as  a  disinfectant ;  and  in  this,  that  state- 
ments borne  on  (he  labels  of  the  cans  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
in  the  method  find  manner  directed,  would  be  effective  in  disinfecting  cars, 
would  prevent  roup  and  cholera  in  poultry  shipped  in  such  cars,  and  would  in- 
sure a  healthy  condition  of  such  poultry  at  the  destination  of  such  poultry  so 
shipped  in  such  cars,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in 
the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  not  be  effective  in  disinfecting  cars, 
would  not  prevent  roup  or  cholera  in  poultry  shipped  in  such  cars,  and  would 
not  insure  a  healthy  condition  of  such  poultry  at  the  destination  of  such 
poultry  so  shipped  in  such  cars;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the 
labels  of  the  cans  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  directed,  would  exterminate  roaches,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner 
directed,  would  not  exterminate  roaches,  nor  could  the  article  be  used  or 
applied  in  such  a  method  or  manner  as  to  exterminate  roaches;  and  in  this, 
that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  cans  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  directed,  would  disinfect,  and 
destroy  all  odors  in  and  about,  stables,  outhouses  and  pens,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner directed,  would  not  disinfect,  and  would  not  destroy  all  odors  in  and 
about,  stables,  outhouses  or  pens. 

On  April  2,°>,  1918,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  $20. 

Carl  Vbooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture 

Washington,  D.  0.,  June  27,  19 IS. 
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